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Abstract 
Borderline personality disorder (BPD) is a severe psychological disorder marked by 
emotional dysregulation, unstable relationships, impulsivity, and anger/hostility.  Rejection 
sensitivity is a schema that affects how a person perceives and responds to potential social 
rejection.  Highly rejection sensitive individuals tend to respond to perceived rejection with 
hostility.  Individuals with BPD are more rejection sensitive than healthy comparisons, and both 
BPD and the schema of rejection sensitivity are thought to develop in the context of early 
invalidating and rejecting environments.  Additionally, parental borderline features and BPD 
diagnosis are predictive of borderline symptoms in their offspring. We measured rejection 
sensitivity, borderline features, and perception of rejection and changes in hostile affect after a 
lab-based social rejection task (Cyberball) in a sample of young adult college students, and 
rejection sensitivity and borderline features in the participants’ parents.  Three different 
hypothesized latent regression models were tested. The best fitting model indicated that mothers’ 
rejection sensitivity predicted mothers’ borderline features and young adult offspring rejection 
sensitivity.  This model also indicated that there are significant indirect pathways from young 
adult rejection sensitivity to their borderline features of affective instability and negative 
relationships, through increases in hostile affect after social rejection.  This study introduces the 
intergenerational transmission of rejection sensitivity as a possible mechanism that may explain 
the relationship between parent and child borderline features.  Additionally, results of this study 
suggest that reactive hostility in interpersonal situations, due to the schema of rejection 
sensitivity, may be one pathway through which the interaction of an early invalidating 
environment with temperamental vulnerabilities leads to borderline features in the context of the 
biosocial model.  
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
Borderline Personality Disorder (BPD) is a chronic, severe disorder marked by emotional 
dysregulation, which includes interpersonal disturbances (Linehan & Dexter-Mazza, 2008). 
According to Linehan’s biosocial model, emotional dysregulation in individuals with BPD is 
characterized by high emotional sensitivity, intense response to emotional situations, and 
difficulty returning to baseline (Crowell, Beauchaine, & Linehan, 2009; Ebner-Priemer et al., 
2015). In the current study, the first part will investigate if change in hostile affect after social 
rejection due to rejection sensitivity is a mechanism that in part explains the emotional 
dysregulation and subsequent negative relationships in BPD. Additionally, the second part of the 
study will investigate the relationship between parent and offspring rejection sensitivity, and 
implications for the development of borderline features. 
Rejection sensitivity was identified by Downey and Feldman (1996) and refers to “the 
disposition to anxiously expect, readily perceive, and overreact to rejection” (p. 1338).  Rejection 
sensitivity is a mental representation or schema that affects the way an individual perceives, 
understands, and reacts to social interactions.  The schema of rejection sensitivity is theorized to 
develop in the context of early rejection experiences (Downey & Feldman, 1996). Retrospective 
reports of parental rejection in childhood are associated with higher levels of rejection sensitivity 
in early adolescents (Rowe, Gembeck, Rudolph, & Nesdale, 2015) and young adults (Ibrahim, 
Rohner, Smith, & Flannery, 2015). Individuals who are highly rejection sensitive are 
hypervigilant to potential rejection during social interactions, tend to perceive social rejection 
even when it is not present, and are likely to respond to perceived rejection with hostility 
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(Ayduk, Downey, Testa, Yen, & Shoda, 1999; Ayduk, Gyurak, & Luerssen, 2008; Downey & 
Feldman, 1996; Romero-Canyas, Downey, Berenson, Ayduk, & Kang, 2010). 
Rejection sensitivity is positively correlated with a BPD diagnosis and self-reported 
borderline features (affective instability, identity problems, negative relationships, and self-
harm), which are highly correlated with a BPD diagnosis (Morey, 1991; Trull, 1995).   Adults 
diagnosed with BPD have higher self-reported rejection sensitivity than do other clinical groups, 
even greater than individuals diagnosed with social anxiety disorder (Staebler, Helbing, 
Rosenbach, & Renneberg, 2011).  Moreover, the average level of rejection sensitivity reported 
by individuals with BPD is above the 90th percentile of that reported by healthy control adults 
(Berenson, Downey, Rafaeli, Coifman, & Paquin, 2011). In addition to the correlation between 
rejection sensitivity and BPD diagnosis, rejection sensitivity is also correlated with all borderline 
features in young adult college students (Ayduk, Zayas, et al., 2008; Goodman, Fertuck, Chesin, 
Lichenstein, & Stanley, 2014; Peters, Smart, & Baer, 2015; Tragesser, Lippman, Trull, & 
Barrett, 2008; Zielinski & Veilleux, 2014), and with the borderline feature of negative 
relationships in adolescents (Strimpfel, 2012).  The current study is designed to extend this 
research by examining a process that may explain the relationship between rejection sensitivity 
and borderline features (specifically long term patterns of negative relationships and chronic 
affective instability). 
In order to identify the process that explains this relationship, we looked at rejection 
sensitivity and borderline features in the context of Linehan’s biosocial model of BPD (Linehan, 
1993).  BPD and rejection sensitivity are both theorized to develop in the context of an 
invalidating environment, characterized as one in which emotions are punished, disregarded, or 
responded to inappropriately.  In a study of young adult college students, rejection sensitivity 
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fully mediated the relationship between retrospective reports of parental rejection and borderline 
features two years later (Rosenbach & Renneberg, 2014).  Rejection sensitivity may be a 
mechanism that may explain hostility seen in individuals with BPD, especially within an 
interpersonal context.  Indeed, the emotional sensitivity, extreme response to emotional stimuli, 
and difficulty returning to baseline seen in individuals with BPD (Crowell et al., 2009) are 
similar to the interpersonal sensitivity and over-response to perceived rejection seen in highly 
rejection sensitive individuals (Ayduk et al., 1999).  In highly rejection sensitive individuals, 
perceived social rejection leads to increased feelings of rage and increased likelihood of acting in 
a hostile manner to the perceived rejecter (Ayduk et al., 1999; Ayduk, Gyurak, et al., 2008; 
Romero-Canyas et al., 2010).  
Individuals with BPD are more likely to show emotional and behavioral reactions 
consistent with high rejection sensitivity in response to ambiguous interpersonal rejection 
scenarios. A measure that has consistently been shown to induce a social rejection situation in 
the laboratory is the Cyberball task (Williams, Cheung, & Choi, 2000; Williams & Jarvis, 2006). 
During the Cyberball task, participants believe that they are playing a ball tossing game with 
other individuals over the internet; however, the participants are actually playing with pre-
programmed “users” whose behavior is set by the researcher.  The Cyberball software allows the 
researcher to program the “users” to include or ignore the participant in the ball tossing game, 
thus creating virtual situations of social rejection (Williams, Yeager, Cheung, & Choi, 2012). 
Patients with BPD are more likely than healthy controls to report feeling excluded after a 
rejecting Cyberball interaction (Renneberg et al., 2012), and to report greater nonspecific distress 
after Cyberball rejection compared to healthy controls (Gratz, Dixon-Gordon, Breetz, & Tull, 
2013).  Patients with BPD are also more likely to feel excluded, even in a Cyberball interaction 
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where they were objectively included, compared with healthy controls, suggesting a heightened 
propensity to perceive rejection in neutral social interactions (Staebler, Renneberg, et al., 2011).   
Patients with BPD also show a greater likelihood of responding to Cyberball rejection with 
aggression and hostility towards others compared with patients with depression who respond 
with withdrawal and isolation instead (Beeney, Levy, Gatzke-Kopp, & Hallquist, 2014). 
Paradigms other than the Cyberball task have also been used to measure emotional 
reactions to social rejection in individuals with BPD. Berenson and colleagues (2011) found that 
individuals with BPD responded more quickly to “rage” words after “rejection” words in a 
computer task and were more likely to report rage and rejection during a three week long daily 
diary study as compared to healthy controls. Furthermore, borderline features are correlated with 
elevated negative emotional reactions (including sadness and anger) to reading hypothetical 
scenarios about teasing in college students (Tragesser et al., 2008).   General difficulties 
regulating emotions (not just in social situations) mediated the relationship between rejection 
sensitivity and borderline features in college students (Peters et al., 2015).  This emotional 
reactivity in the context of rejection (particularly increases in state hostility) due to rejection 
sensitivity may be one process by which the more enduring trait of emotional dysregulation 
develops in BPD.   
Additionally, rejection sensitivity, through increasing emotional dysregulation in social 
situations, may be a mechanism that underlies unstable, negative interpersonal relationships seen 
in individuals with BPD. In normative samples, the emotional reactivity associated with rejection 
sensitivity is associated with relationship difficulties, including greater likelihood of relationship 
dissatisfaction and relationship dissolution. Rejection sensitivity fully explained the negative 
relationship between number of borderline symptoms and quality/amount of social support in 
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college students (Zielinski & Veilleux, 2014).  Highly rejection sensitive women are more likely 
than less rejection sensitive women to show negative behaviors in a conflict discussion with their 
partner and to exhibit anger after the discussion (Downey, Freitas, Michaelis, & Khouri, 1998).  
In adolescents, rejection sensitivity was associated with an increased likelihood of perceiving 
interactions with their romantic partners as containing conflict than as objectively rated by 
trained, third party coders (Norona, Salvatore, Welsh, & Darling, 2014).  Additionally, couples 
with at least one highly rejection sensitive partner are more likely to break up at one year follow 
up than those couples where neither partner is highly rejection sensitive (Downey et al., 1998). 
Furthermore, the relationship between a woman’s rejection sensitivity and her partner’s 
dissatisfaction with the relationship is mediated by hostile behaviors from the woman (Downey 
& Feldman, 1996).  We examined increases in state negative affect, specifically hostility, 
following the Cyberball game in a sample of young adults.  We expected that this increase in 
hostility from baseline after social rejection would mediate the relationship between self-reported 
rejection sensitivity and the borderline features of negative relationships and affective instability. 
Since we expect that rejection sensitivity is a mechanism that in part may explain the 
development of one aspect of emotional dysregulation seen in individuals with BPD (specifically 
increases in hostility after social rejection), studies of rejection sensitivity with young adults who 
are at an age when they first might develop the disorder may help inform us of potential 
precursors to the development of rejection sensitivity and borderline features (especially those of 
affective instability and negative relationships). Moreover, we know that individuals with BPD 
are more likely to have a first degree relative with BPD than individuals without BPD (White, 
Gunderson, Zanarini, & Hudson, 2003; Zanarini, Gunderson, Marino, Schwartz, & Frankenburg, 
1988).  We also know that BPD symptoms in mothers when their adolescents were age 15 
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predicted their adolescents’ own borderline symptoms at age 20, and that this relationship was 
mediated by maladaptive (defined as overprotective and rejecting) parenting (Reinelt et al., 
2013). Furthermore, mothers’ overall borderline features are positively correlated with 
adolescent offspring’s overall borderline features, affective instability, and self-harm (Watkins et 
al., 2011, April).  These strands of research together suggest that offspring of women with BPD 
are at high risk of developing the disorder themselves. Research on the relationship between the 
borderline features of family members, especially parents and children, may therefore help 
inform potential precursors (such as rejection sensitivity) to the development of these features 
(Macfie, 2009). 
In the current study, we sampled young adults with their parents in order to examine the 
relationship between parent and young adult offspring rejection sensitivity and borderline 
features. The relationship between parent and offspring rejection sensitivity has not yet been 
investigated. The current study addressed this gap and is the first to our knowledge to examine 
parental rejection sensitivity and borderline features as potential precursors to the development 
of rejection sensitivity and borderline features in their young adult offspring.   
The Current Study 
 Part 1 
Part 1 investigated the following question in a sample of young adult undergraduate 
students:  Is increased hostile affect after social rejection a mechanism that might explain the 
relationship between rejection sensitivity and the emotional dysregulation and other interpersonal 
difficulties associated with BPD and borderline features?  Specifically, in the context of the 
biosocial model, is rejection sensitivity a disposition that influences the development of 
emotional dysregulation through increases in hostile affect, which in turn influences the 
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development of the borderline features of chronic affective instability and relationship problems? 
This question is important to investigate so that we can understand more about mechanisms 
involved in the development of emotional dysregulation seen in BPD, as well as understanding 
the nature of the relationship between rejection sensitivity and borderline features. 
Part 1 investigated if self-reported rejection sensitivity indeed predicts perception of 
rejection and increases in hostile affect after a social rejection experience, in part to validate the 
use of the Cyberball task as a performance based measure of rejection sensitivity.  We 
hypothesized that 1) Rejection sensitivity would be positively correlated with perceiving that one 
was rejected after completing a laboratory-based social rejection task (Cyberball); 2) Rejection 
sensitivity would be positively correlated with increased hostile affect after completing the 
Cyberball task, controlling for pre-task baseline hostile affect. 3) Perception that one was 
rejected after the Cyberball task would be positively correlated with increased hostile affect after 
completing the Cyberball task, controlling for pre-task baseline hostile affect. 
 Part 2 
Part 2 investigated the following question in the same sample of young adult 
undergraduates, along with their parents: Is parental rejection sensitivity related to parental 
borderline features, and are these both associated with rejection sensitivity in their offspring?  
This question is important to investigate so that we can better understand possible precursors of 
offspring rejection sensitivity, which is associated with a number of negative psychosocial 
outcomes in adolescents/young adults, including higher borderline features. 
Part 2 investigated if parents’ and young adult offspring’s rejection sensitivity and 
borderline features were positively correlated with each other.  We hypothesized that 4) Mothers’ 
and fathers’ rejection sensitivity would both be positively correlated with offspring rejection 
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sensitivity; 5) Mothers’ and fathers’ borderline features would both be positively correlated with 
offspring borderline features. 
Part 3 
Subsequently, Parts 1 and 2 of the study were combined to test three larger latent 
regression models that propose a link between rejection sensitivity and borderline features 
between parents and offspring. Model 1 (See Figure 1) proposes that rejection sensitivity is 
predictive of borderline features in both parents and their young adult offspring.  This model also 
tests an increase in hostile affect after social rejection as a potential mediator of the relationship 
between rejection sensitivity and borderline features in the young adults.  Finally, this model 
investigates pathways from parent rejection sensitivity and borderline features to the young adult 
offspring variables in order to investigate intergenerational links between these constructs in 
parents and their offspring.     Model 2 (See Figure 2) tests an alternative hypothesis, that 
borderline features predict rejection sensitivity in both parents and their young adult offspring.  
This model also tests rejection sensitivity as a potential mediator of the relationship between 
young adults’ borderline features and an increase in hostile affect after social rejection.  As in 
Model 1, Model 2 also investigates pathways from parent rejection sensitivity and borderline 
features to the young adult offspring variables.  Model 3 (See Figure 3) is the same as Model 1, 
except that it proposes that increase in hostile affect after social rejection is a moderator of the 
relationship between young adults’ rejection sensitivity and borderline features, rather than a 
mediator. 
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Chapter 2 
Method 
Part 1 Method 
 Procedures 
Young Adult Laboratory Session.  Young adult participants completed a demographics 
form as part of the screening survey prior to participating in the laboratory session.  Upon arrival 
at the laboratory session, a research assistant reviewed the informed consent form with the 
participant.  The participant provided their parents’ contact information on a paper form.  After 
providing their parents’ contact information, the research assistant opened an online survey link 
on a computer in the laboratory and instructed the participant to complete self-report measures of 
borderline features, rejection sensitivity and current affective state (including hostile affect).  
Once the participant completed the measure of current affective state, the research assistant 
explained the Cyberball task to the participant, and ran the Cyberball task as an imbedded 
program in the online survey. After the Cyberball task finished, the participant was prompted to 
complete a second measure of current affective state through the online survey. Participants were 
fully debriefed about the nature of the Cyberball task after completion of the final survey.   
Participants 
Participants were n = 122 young adult undergraduate students ages 18-25 years enrolled 
in an introductory psychology course.  Three participants experienced technical difficulties with 
the computer (freezing or not loading the task) during administration of the Cyberball task, 
therefore data from n = 119 participants were used in subsequent analyses. Participants received 
research credit for their introductory psychology course for completing the laboratory 
procedures.   
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Recruitment. Young adult participants were recruited through an online screening 
survey available through the research management system for their introductory psychology 
course. Within the online screening survey, young adult participants completed a measure of 
borderline features and were asked to indicate if they would be interested in participating in a 
laboratory-based study and if they were willing/able to provide contact information for at least 
one of their biological parents.  Young adult participants who answered “yes” to both of those 
questions and who were between the ages of 18 and 25 were considered eligible for recruitment 
for the laboratory portion (Part 1) of the current study.  Young adult participants to be contacted 
for Part 1 of the study (from the pool of eligible participants from the online screening survey) 
were randomly selected at four different time points in the semester (Week 3, Week 6, Week 9, 
and Week 12). Those eligible young adult participants who were randomly selected were 
contacted by email asking if they would like to participate in a laboratory based study. During 
Part 1 of the current study, young adult participants were asked to provide contact information 
(email and street addresses) for at least one of their biological parents, both if possible.  Parents 
were contacted by email or letter inviting them to complete an online parent survey (see Part 2 
Method below). 
 In order to avoid restriction of range in participant borderline features, participants for 
Part 1 were recruited based off their scores on the Personality Assessment Inventory, Borderline 
Features Scale (PAI-BOR) that they completed as part of the screening survey (Morey, 1991).  
As in previous studies (Dixon-Gordon, Chapman, Lovasz, & Walters, 2011; Trull, 1995), 
participants with total PAI-BOR scores of 38 or higher (clinically significant range) were 
designated the high borderline features group, participants with scores between 23 and 37 (above 
the average college student score, but below the clinically significant range) were designated the 
11  
medium borderline features group, and participants with scores of 22 or less (below the average 
college student score) were designated the low borderline features group.  Approximately equal 
numbers of participants in each group participated in Part 1: n = 41 in the high borderline 
features group, n = 41 in the medium borderline features group, and n = 37 in the low borderline 
features group.  Participants were recruited until n = 90 completed Part 1 and had at least one 
parent who completed Part 2.   
Measures 
Demographics.  Young adult participants completed a self-report demographics 
questionnaire modified from the Mt. Hope Family Center Demographics Interview (Mt. Hope 
Family Center, 1995). Young adult participants were asked to indicate their age, gender, race, 
Hispanic ethnicity, and year in college.  See Table 1 for young adult demographic information. 
Rejection Sensitivity, Young Adults.  The Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire, 
developed with college students, is a self-report measure of rejection sensitivity (Downey & 
Feldman, 1996).  With this measure, participants are presented with 18 vignettes of interpersonal 
rejection scenarios and asked to rate their level of concern about the other person’s response 
(anxiety) from 1, “very unconcerned,” to 6, “very concerned.”  They are also asked to rate how 
likely they think the other person would be to respond in a non-rejecting manner (expectation of 
rejection), from 1, “very unlikely,” to 6, “very likely.”  Total rejection sensitivity is derived by 
multiplying the anxiety score by 1 minus the expectation of rejection score for each of the 18 
vignettes, and then finding the average score across all the vignettes. The Rejection Sensitivity 
Questionnaire shows high test-retest reliability (r = .83, p <.001) in college student participants 
(Downey & Feldman, 1996).  Internal consistency was good to excellent in the current sample 
for both anxiety about rejection (α = .93) and expectation of rejection (α = .89).  All Cronbach’s 
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alphas in the present study were interpreted using the guidelines from George and Mallery 
(2003). 
 Borderline Features. The Personality Assessment Inventory-Borderline Features Scale 
(PAI-BOR) is a self-report measure of borderline features (Morey, 1991).  This measure contains 
four subscales that measure factors common in BPD: affective instability: the tendency to 
experience negative and rapidly shifting moods; identity problems: identity instability and 
uncertainty about major life issues; negative relationships: history of intense/unstable 
relationships with others, and self-harm; tendency to act impulsively in a self-destructive manner 
and risk for self-injury and suicidal behaviors (Morey, 1991). While this measure does not 
provide a clinical diagnosis of BPD, it has shown high convergent validity with BPD diagnosis 
from structured interviews (Kurtz & Morey, 2001). The Personality Assessment Inventory-
Borderline Features Scale has been used to determine the presence of clinically significant 
borderline features in non-clinical groups of college student young adults (Trull, 1995).  This 
measure shows high test-retest reliability (r = .90) in a community sample of adults (Morey, 
1991).  Internal consistency was good to acceptable for affective instability (α = .82), negative 
relationships (α = .74), identity disturbance (α = .78), and self-harm (α = .70) in the current 
sample. 
 Social Rejection Task. The Cyberball 4.0 task is a computer game paradigm used to 
create situations of social rejection in a laboratory setting (Williams & Jarvis, 2006; Williams et 
al., 2012).  It is available for free download and use in research studies at 
https://cyberball.wikispaces.com.  During the Cyberball task, participants are told that they are 
playing an online computer game with two other live participants at other institutions, and that 
the purpose of the task is to practice mental visualization skills.  On the screen, participants see 
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an animation of three people standing in a circle with a ball.  Participants “throw” a digital ball to 
one another by clicking on an animation representing another player.  In reality, the game is not 
connected to other live participants, and the ball throwing parameters are set by the 
experimenter. The Cyberball task was set so that the participant receives the ball twice in the first 
10 throws and then no more for the rest of the game, which is set to end at thirty throws 
(approximately 5 minutes).   
 Hostile Affect. Participants completed the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule, a 
commonly used, 20-item, self-report measure used to assess short term, state affect (Watson, 
Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). With this measure, participants are given affect adjectives, such as 
“excited” and “guilty,” and are asked to rate how much they feel each emotion in the present 
moment on a scale from 1, “very slightly, or not at all” to 5, “extremely.”  The angry/hostile 
content category of the negative affect scale (consisting of items “hostile” and “irritable”) was 
used in the current study to measure state hostile affect (Watson et al., 1988; Zevon & Tellegen, 
1982). 
 Perception of Rejection.  After completion of the Cyberball task and the measure of 
current affective state, participants were asked to rate the following questions on a scale from 1 
(“not at all”) to 5 (“extremely”): “I was ignored” and “I was excluded.” Participants also were 
asked to give an open answered response to the following question: “Assuming the ball should 
be thrown to each person equally (33% of throws to each for three players), what percentage of 
throws did you receive?”  These questions have been previously used to measure perceived 
rejection after the Cyberball task (Renneberg et al., 2012; Staebler, Renneberg, et al., 2011). 
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Part 2 Method 
 Procedures 
Parent Online Survey.  The parent participants completed self-report measures of their 
demographic information, borderline features, and rejection sensitivity through an online survey.  
Parent participants who completed the online survey had the opportunity to enter their contact 
information in order to be entered into a raffle of two $50 Visa gift cards at the end of each 
semester. 
Participants 
Of the young adult participants who completed Part 1 of the study, n = 90 (75.6%) had at 
least one biological parent complete the online survey, for a total of n = 133 parent participants 
(n = 57 fathers and n = 76 mothers).  Young adult participants who had at least one parent 
complete the online survey were not significantly different from those who did not have a parent 
complete the online survey on age, gender, year in college, or borderline feature group status.  
Young adult participants who did not have a parent complete the online survey were more likely 
to be of minority racial/ethnic background (n = 12, 41%) than those who did have at least one 
parent complete the online survey (n = 11, 12%), χ 2 = 11.96, p = .001. 
Recruitment. Within one week of each young adult participants’ laboratory visit, their 
parent(s) were emailed or mailed a link to complete an online survey.  If a young adult 
participant only provided contact information for one parent, only that parent was recruited.  If a 
young adult participant provided contact information for both parents, both parents were 
independently recruited, i.e. if one parent completed the survey, recruitment of the other parent 
continued. The email or letter contained a hyperlink to the online parent survey and a family 
code to be entered for the purpose of linking parent data to offspring data. 
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Measures 
Demographics.  Parent participants completed a self-report demographics questionnaire 
modified from the Mt. Hope Family Center Demographics Interview (Mt. Hope Family Center, 
1995). Parent participants were asked to indicate their relationship to the young adult participant, 
and their own gender, age, race, Hispanic ethnicity, approximate family yearly income, highest 
year of schooling completed, and current marital status. See Table 2 for parent demographic 
information. 
Rejection Sensitivity, Parents. The Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire Adult Version is 
a version of the original Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire developed for non-college student 
adults (Berenson et al., 2009).  There are 9 vignettes of interpersonal rejection scenarios in the 
adult version of this measure that have been modified to reflect interpersonal concerns in an 
adult, non-college student population.  The adult version of the Rejection Sensitivity 
Questionnaire is scored in the same manner as the original version.  The adult version of the 
Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire is highly correlated with the original version (r = .87, p 
<.001) in adult participants (Berenson et al., 2009).  Internal consistency was good to acceptable 
in the current sample of mothers for both anxiety about rejection (α = .89) and expectation of 
rejection (α = .77).  Internal consistency was also good to acceptable in the current sample of 
fathers for both anxiety about rejection (α = .86) and expectation of rejection (α = .78). 
 Borderline Features. Parent participants also completed the Personality Assessment 
Inventory—Borderline Features Scale (see Part 1 Method for description). Internal consistency 
was acceptable for mothers’ affective instability (α = .75), negative relationships (α = .72), and 
identity disturbance (α = .76) and for fathers’ affective instability (α = .78), identity disturbance 
(α = .75), and self-harm (α = .74) in the current sample. Internal consistency was poor for 
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mothers’ self-harm (α = .54) and fathers’ negative relationships (α = .53) (George & Mallery, 
2003). 
Data Analytic Plan 
Hypotheses 1-5 were analyzed using SPSS 22.  The three latent regression models in Part 
3 were analyzed using maximum likelihood estimation in MPlus 7.2.  There was too much 
missing data from the fathers to be able to test the original proposed latent regression models, 
therefore the three latent regression models were tested using young adult and mother data only 
(See Figures 4, 6, and 8 for the revised initial models tested).  Confirmatory factor analysis and 
latent regression models were considered to have “acceptable fit” if RMSEA ≤ 0.08, CFI ≥ 0.90, 
TLI ≥ 0.90, and SRMR ≤ 0.08 (Brown, 2006; Hu & Bentler, 1999). More parsimonious latent 
regression models were considered to be equivalent to the original hypothesized models if the 
Chi-Square Difference Test was non-significant (Brown, 2006).  
For the confirmatory factor analysis, latent variables were created for mothers’ borderline 
features using each subscale of the mothers’ PAI-BOR (Affective Instability, Identity 
Disturbance, Negative Relationships, and Self-Harm) and for the young adults’ baseline and 
post-Cyberball task hostile affect using the two items from the angry/hostile content category of 
the PANAS (irritable and hostile).  For the young adults’ negative relationships and affective 
instability, three parcels were created for each latent variable using the reverse serpentine 
method, using the inter-item correlations for items in the Negative Relationships and Affective 
Instability subscales of the PAI-BOR.  For the mothers’ and young adults’ rejection sensitivity, 
three parcels were also created using the reverse serpentine method, using the inter-item 
correlations for the adult and college versions of the RSQ. All latent constructs were created 
using the factor identification method, with the scale of each latent variance set to 1 (Little, 
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Slegers, & Card, 2006). Because of the longitudinal nature of the measurement of hostile affect, 
residual variances between each of the baseline and post-Cyberball indicators of hostile affect 
were allowed to correlate.  Across all variables, 12.6% of the data was missing (due to missing 
data from 36.1% of the mothers).  Full-information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) estimation in 
Mplus 7.2 was used to manage missing data to avoid bias resulting from list-wise deletion. 
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Chapter 3 
Results 
 
Preliminary Analyses 
 Means and standard deviations were calculated for all measures for young adults and 
parents (See Tables 3 and 4). Gender differences were calculated between all outcome variables 
for parents and their young adult offspring.  For the young adults, females had significantly 
higher affective instability, identity disturbance, negative relationships, self-harm, and total 
borderline features compared with the males.  Females also reported receiving a marginally 
significant lower percentage of throws during the Cyberball task compared with males.  These 
results indicate that the female young adults had higher borderline features overall compared 
with the male young adults and were more cognitively aware of receiving an “unfair” number of 
throws during the Cyberball task. See Table 3 for young adult gender differences on the outcome 
variables.   For the parents, mothers had significantly higher negative relationships than did 
fathers.  See Table 4 for parent gender differences on the outcome variables. 
Part 1 
Hypothesis 1 
To test Hypothesis 1, that young adult rejection sensitivity would be positively correlated 
with perceiving that one was rejected after completing the Cyberball task, bivariate Pearson 
correlation analyses were conducted between the young adult rejection sensitivity total score and 
scores on the three “Perception of Rejection After Social Rejection Task” questions (“I was 
ignored,” “I was excluded,” and “Assuming the ball should be thrown to each person equally 
[33% of throws to each for three players], what percentage of throws did you receive?”) The 
results partially supported Hypothesis 1.  Young adult rejection sensitivity was significantly 
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positively correlated with reporting that one was ignored (r = .25, p < .01) and excluded (r = .28, 
p < .01) after completing the Cyberball task.  Young adult rejection sensitivity was not 
significantly correlated with the estimated percentage of throws received during the Cyberball 
task (r = -.07, p > .10).  These results indicate that young adults’ rejection sensitivity was 
correlated with feeling ignored and excluded after the Cyberball task, but was not related to the 
number of throws that they perceived they received. This suggests that the relationship between 
high levels of rejection sensitivity and increases in hostility after social rejection is related more 
to general feelings that one was excluded rather than a cognitive calculation of “fairness.” 
 Hypothesis 2 
 
To test Hypothesis 2, that young adult rejection sensitivity would be positively correlated 
with increases in hostile affect after completing the Cyberball task, a partial correlation analysis 
between the young adult rejection sensitivity total score and their own post-Cyberball task 
hostile affect score was conducted, controlling for their pre-Cyberball task hostile affect.  The 
results supported Hypothesis 2.  Young adult rejection sensitivity was significantly positively 
correlated with hostile affect after completing the Cyberball task, controlling for pre-task hostile 
affect (r = .28, p <.01). These results are congruent with the hypothesis that individuals higher in 
rejection sensitivity will experience greater increases in hostility after social rejection than 
individuals lower in rejection sensitivity. 
Hypothesis 3 
To test Hypothesis 3, that perception that one was rejected after the Cyberball task would 
be positively correlated with increases in hostile affect after completing the Cyberball task,  
partial correlation analyses were conducted between young adults’ scores on the three 
“Perception of Rejection After Social Rejection Task” questions (“I was ignored,” “I was 
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excluded,” and “Assuming the ball should be thrown to each person equally [33% of throws to 
each for three players], what percentage of throws did you receive?”) and their own post-
Cyberball task hostile affect score, controlling for their pre-Cyberball task hostile affect score.  
Results partially supported Hypothesis 3.  Young adults’ hostile affect after completing the 
Cyberball task was significantly positively correlated with their perception of being ignored (r = 
.30, p <.01) and excluded (r = .20, p <.05), controlling for pre-task hostile affect. Young adults’ 
hostile affect after completing the Cyberball task was not significantly correlated with the 
estimated percentage of throws they received, controlling for pre-task hostile affect (r = -.03, p > 
.10).   These results indicate that feeling ignored or excluded after the Cyberball task is related to 
an increase in hostile affect; however, the individuals’ numerical estimations of how many 
throws they actually received was not.  This suggests that the relationship between social 
rejection and increases in hostility is related more to general feelings that one was excluded 
rather than a cognitive calculation of “fairness.” 
Part 2 
 Hypothesis 4 
To test Hypothesis 4, that Mothers’ and fathers’ rejection sensitivity would both be 
positively correlated with young adult offspring rejection sensitivity, bivariate Pearson 
correlation analyses were conducted between both mothers’ and fathers’ rejection sensitivity 
total scores and their young adult offspring’s rejection sensitivity total score.  Results partially 
supported Hypothesis 4.  Mothers’ and their young adult offspring’s rejection sensitivity were 
marginally positively correlated (r = .20, p = .08), while fathers’ and their young adult 
offspring’s rejection sensitivity were not significantly correlated (r = .14, p >.10). 
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Hypothesis 5 
To test Hypothesis 5, that mothers’ and fathers’ borderline features would both be 
positively correlated with offspring borderline features, bivariate Pearson correlation analyses 
were conducted between both mothers’ and fathers’ borderline features (affective instability, 
negative relationships, identity disturbance, and self-harm) and young adult borderline features.  
Results partially supported Hypothesis 5.  Fathers’ identity disturbance was significantly 
positively correlated with their young adult offspring’s identity disturbance, negative 
relationships, and total borderline features.  Fathers’ total borderline features were marginally 
positively correlated with their young adult offspring’s negative relationships. See Table 5 for 
bivariate Pearson correlations between parent and offspring borderline features. 
Part 3 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to establish the measurement model using 
the factor identification method for all latent constructs.  The residual variance for baseline 
“irritable” was negative, but nonsignificant (θ = -0.01, p = 0.96) and was fixed at zero for all 
analyses. Results indicated overall acceptable fit (χ2(148) = 220.85, p = 0.00, RMSEA = 0.06 [90% 
Confidence Interval: 0.05-0.08], CFI = 0.93, TLI = 0.91, SRMR = 0.07) and all factor loadings 
were significant (See Table 6). Correlations among all of the young adult latent constructs were 
significant or marginally significant, and correlations between both of the mother latent 
constructs were significant.  The correlation between mothers’ rejection sensitivity and young 
adult rejection sensitivity was significant and the correlation between mothers’ rejection 
sensitivity and young adults’ negative relationships and affective instability were marginally 
significant (See Table 7). 
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Model 1 
After establishing the measurement model in the confirmatory factor analysis, the first 
latent regression model was analyzed (See Figure 4).  Results indicated overall acceptable fit 
(χ2(153) = 234.03, p = 0.00, RMSEA = 0.07 [90% Confidence Interval: 0.05-0.08], CFI = 0.92, 
TLI = 0.90, SRMR = 0.08). Pathways from mothers’ rejection sensitivity to mothers’ borderline 
features, from young adult rejection sensitivity to young adult negative relationships and young 
adult hostile affect post-Cyberball task (controlling for baseline hostile affect), and from young 
adult hostile affect post-Cyberball task (controlling for baseline hostile affect) to young adult 
negative relationships and affective instability were all significant.  Pathways from mothers’ 
borderline features and mothers’ rejection sensitivity to young adult affective instability were 
marginally significant (See Table 8.) 
  The non-significant pathways were removed one-by-one (with correlations between the 
latent variables in the removed paths fixed at zero) in subsequent “trimmed” models to obtain the 
most parsimonious model while retaining acceptable model fit (See Figure 5).  In the final 
version of Model 1, pathways from mothers’ rejection sensitivity to mothers’ borderline features, 
from mothers’ rejection sensitivity to young adult rejection sensitivity, from young adult 
rejection sensitivity to both young adult negative relationships and young adult hostile affect 
post-Cyberball (controlling for baseline hostile affect), and from young adult hostile affect post-
Cyberball (controlling for baseline hostile affect) to both young adult negative relationships and 
young adult affective instability were all significant (See Table 9).  The latent correlation 
between young adult negative relationships and affective instability was also significant. Results 
indicated overall acceptable fit in the final model (χ2(161) = 245.29, p = 0.00, RMSEA = 0.07 
[90% Confidence Interval: 0.05-0.08], CFI = 0.92, TLI = 0.90, SRMR = 0.08) and a non-
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significant Chi-Square Difference Test indicated that the final model fit as well as the original 
model, while being more parsimonious (Δχ2(8) = 11.26, p = .19).  Of those direct pathways still 
remaining in the final model, indirect effects were estimated using bootstrap analysis (using 
10,000 bootstrap estimations) in Mplus 7.2.  The indirect effects of young adult rejection 
sensitivity on affective instability and negative relationships, through post-Cyberball task hostile 
affect (controlling for baseline hostile affect) were both significant.  The indirect effect of 
mothers’ rejection sensitivity on young adults’ post-Cyberball task hostile affect (controlling for 
baseline hostile affect), through young adults’ rejection sensitivity was not significant (See Table 
10.)  
Overall, the final version of model 1 indicated that mothers’ rejection sensitivity 
predicted mothers’ borderline features and young adult rejection sensitivity, while mothers’ 
borderline features were not significantly predictive of any of the young adult variables.  The key 
link between mother and offspring variables was the relationship between each groups’ rejection 
sensitivity.  Within the young adults, results indicated an indirect pathway from rejection 
sensitivity to increases in hostility after rejection to borderline features (negative relationships 
and affective instability). 
Model 2 
Next, the second proposed latent regression model was analyzed (See Figure 6).  Results 
indicated mediocre fit (χ2(153)  = 257.01, p = 0.00, RMSEA = 0.08 [90% CI: 0.06-0.09], CFI = 
0.90, TLI = 0.87, SRMR = 0.11). Significant pathways were those from mothers’ borderline 
features to mothers’ rejection sensitivity, from mothers’ rejection sensitivity to young adult 
negative relationships, and from young adult negative relationships to young adult rejection 
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sensitivity. The latent correlation between offspring negative relationships and offspring 
affective instability was also significant (See Table 11.)   
The non-significant pathways were removed one-by-one (with correlations between the 
latent variables in the removed paths fixed at zero) in subsequent “trimmed” models to obtain the 
most parsimonious model while retaining acceptable model fit (See Figure 7). In the final model, 
pathways from mothers’ borderline features to mothers’ rejection sensitivity, from young adult 
negative relationships to young adult rejection sensitivity, and from young adult rejection 
sensitivity to young adult hostile affect post-Cyberball task (controlling for baseline hostile 
affect) were all significant (See Table 12).  The correlation between young adult negative 
relationships and young adult affective instability was also significant. Results indicated overall 
mediocre to unacceptable fit in the final model (χ2(164) = 270.96, p = 0.00, RMSEA = 0.07 [90% 
CI: 0.06-0.09], CFI = 0.89, TLI = 0.88, SRMR = 0.13) and a non-significant Chi-Square 
Difference Test indicated that the final model fit as well as the original model, while being more 
parsimonious (Δχ2(11) = 13.95, p = .24). Of those direct pathways still remaining in the final 
version of model 2, the indirect effect of young adult negative relationships on young adult 
hostile affect post-Cyberball (controlling for baseline hostile affect) through young adult 
rejection sensitivity was estimated using bootstrap analysis (using 10,000 bootstrap estimations) 
in Mplus 7.2.  The indirect effect of young adult negative relationships on young adult hostile 
affect post-Cyberball (controlling for baseline hostile affect) through young adult rejection 
sensitivity was significant (See Table 13).   
Overall, the results of the final version of model 2 indicated that mothers’ borderline 
features predicted mothers’ rejection sensitivity; however neither of the mothers’ constructs 
predicted any of the young adult offspring constructs.  Within the young adults, there was an 
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indirect pathway from negative relationships to rejection sensitivity to increases in hostility after 
social rejection.  Young adult affective instability was correlated with their negative 
relationships, but was not predictive of rejection sensitivity or increases in hostile affect after 
social rejection.  The final version of model 2 was an overall poorer fit to the data than the final 
version of model 1.  
Model 3 
Next, the third proposed latent regression model was analyzed (See Figure 8).  In this 
model, the latent constructs for baseline hostile affect and post-Cyberball hostile affect were not 
used, to allow for testing of an interaction term.  Instead, an observed variable (change in hostile 
affect) was created from the difference score of baseline hostile affect from post-Cyberball 
hostile affect.  A latent interaction construct (Young Adult Rejection Sensitivity X Change in 
Hostile Affect) was created from the interactions between the mean-centered observed change in 
hostile affect variable and each of the three mean-centered parcels for young adult rejection 
sensitivity.  All of the three interaction indicators were allowed to correlate with each other.  The 
latent young adult rejection sensitivity construct, the latent interaction term, and the observed 
change in hostile affect variable were allowed to correlate.    
Results indicated acceptable fit, except for a “mediocre” SRMR score (χ2(151) = 221.89, p 
= 0.00, RMSEA = 0.06 [90% CI: 0.04-0.08], CFI = 0.94, TLI = 0.92, SRMR = 0.09). Significant 
pathways were those from mothers’ rejection sensitivity to mothers’ borderline features and 
young adult affective instability and from young adult rejection sensitivity to young adult 
negative relationships and young adult affective instability. The pathway from mothers’ 
borderline features to young adult negative relationships was marginally significant. The latent 
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correlation between offspring negative relationships and offspring affective instability was also 
significant (See Table 14.)   
The non-significant pathways were removed one-by-one (with correlations between the 
latent variables in the removed paths fixed at zero) in subsequent “trimmed” models to obtain the 
most parsimonious model while retaining acceptable model fit (See Figure 9). In the final model, 
pathways from mothers’ rejection sensitivity to mothers’ borderline features and young adult 
rejection sensitivity and from young adult rejection sensitivity to young adult negative 
relationships and young adult affective instability were all significant (See Table 15).  The 
correlation between young adult negative relationships and young adult affective instability was 
also significant. Results indicated almost acceptable fit (except SRMR) in the final model (χ2(160)  
= 236.76,  p = 0.00, RMSEA = 0.06 [90% CI: 0.05-0.08], CFI = 0.94, TLI = 0.92, SRMR = 0.10) 
and a non-significant Chi-Square Difference Test indicated that the final model fit as well as the 
original model, while being more parsimonious (Δχ2(9) = 14.87, p = .09). 
Similar to the final version of model 1, the final version of model 3 indicated that 
mothers’ rejection sensitivity predicted both mothers’ borderline features and young adults’ 
rejection sensitivity.  Also similar to the first model, the third model indicated that young adults’ 
rejection sensitivity predicted their own borderline features (affective instability and negative 
relationships). The main difference between the first and third models was the hypothesis in 
model 3 that change in hostile affect after social rejection would be a moderator rather than a 
mediator of the relationship between young adult rejection sensitivity and borderline features.  
Results of the final version of model 3 indicate that change in hostile affect after social rejection 
does not moderate the relationship between rejection sensitivity and borderline features.   
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Model Comparison 
 Of the three final, most parsimonious models, only final Model 1 had all fit indices in the 
acceptable range.  Additionally, final Model 1 (AIC = 6999.25) had a lower AIC value than final 
Model 2 (AIC = 7018.92), indicating that it is the preferred model (Kline, 2011). AIC values 
cannot be used to compare final Models 1 and 2 to final Model 3 because different variables (the 
change in hostile affect difference score and interaction term) were used in Model 3.  However, 
the significant paths remaining in Model 3 indicated a similar path as Model 1, and the fit indices 
were not all in the acceptable range for Model 3.  Therefore, it is concluded that final Model 1 is 
the most parsimonious model that fits the data and is congruent with theory.   Model 1 indicated 
that mothers’ rejection sensitivity predicted mothers’ borderline features and young adult 
offspring rejection sensitivity.  This model also indicated that there are significant indirect 
pathways from young adult rejection sensitivity to their borderline features of affective 
instability and negative relationships, through increases in hostile affect after social rejection.  
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Chapter 4 
Discussion 
The current study investigated self-reported rejection sensitivity and borderline features, 
as well as perception of rejection and change in hostility after experiencing social rejection, in 
young adult college student participants.  Social rejection was induced in the laboratory by using 
the Cyberball task, a computerized cooperative ball-throwing game that was set by the researcher 
to exclude the participant after receiving only two ball throws.  Rejection sensitivity and 
borderline features were also measured in the young adult participants’ biological parents. 
In part 1 of the current study, results indicated that young adults’ rejection sensitivity was 
correlated with feeling ignored, feeling excluded, and increases in hostile affect after the 
Cyberball task. These results are congruent with the expectation that highly rejection sensitive 
individuals will more readily perceive rejection in a social rejection situation (Downey & 
Feldman, 1996).  These results are also congruent with previous research linking rejection 
sensitivity to increases in hostility after social rejection (Ayduk et al., 1999; Ayduk, Gyurak, et 
al., 2008; Ayduk, Mischel, & Downey, 2002; Romero-Canyas et al., 2010), indicating that using 
the Cyberball task along with measures of state affect provides behavioral evidence of rejection 
sensitivity. This study is the first to compare self-reported rejection sensitivity to changes in 
hostile affect after completing the Cyberball task, and results suggest that measuring changes in 
state hostile affect before and after completing Cyberball is an ecologically valid behavioral way 
of measuring rejection sensitivity that is highly congruent with self-reported rejection sensitivity.  
In part 2 of the current study, maternal rejection sensitivity was marginally correlated 
with young adult offspring rejection sensitivity.  There was no correlation between fathers’ and 
young adults’ rejection sensitivity; however, the small sample of fathers may have limited our 
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ability to detect a significant effect.  Additionally, Part 2 of the current study investigated 
relationships between parent and offspring borderline features.  In our sample, there was no 
correlation between mothers’ and young adult offspring’s borderline features, which was 
contrary to our original hypothesis and previous research indicating correlations between mother 
and offspring borderline features (Reinelt et al., 2013; Watkins et al., 2011, April). These 
previous studies used parent participants with a diagnosis of BPD while the present study did not 
recruit based on parental borderline features, therefore we may not have had enough parents with 
clinically significant borderline psychopathology to be able to detect an effect.   
In Part 2, there was a significant correlation between fathers’ identity disturbance and 
young adults’ identity disturbance, negative relationships, and total borderline features, as well 
as a marginally significant correlation between fathers’ total borderline features and young 
adults’ negative relationships.  These results suggest that perhaps identity disturbance in fathers 
has a more significant influence on the development of their offspring’s borderline features than 
identity disturbance in mothers.  Little research has been done on the relationship between father 
and offspring borderline features; however, one study found that fathers’ history of substance use 
disorder, but not BPD, predicted borderline symptoms in their young adult offspring (Stepp, 
Olino, Klein, Seeley, & Lewinsohn, 2013).  In the current study, traditional gender role 
differences may in part explain why identity disturbance in fathers is more disruptive to children 
in than identity disturbance in mothers.  In a more traditional culture, such as that found in 
rural/small town areas of the southern United States where participants from the current study 
were recruited, men are expected to provide financial and material stability for the family more 
than women. Perhaps chronic identity disturbance in fathers influences frequent career and job 
changes, thus leading to more financial instability in their families.  Indeed, social and economic 
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stress in the family in early childhood is predictive of borderline symptoms in young adulthood 
(Carlson, Egeland, & Sroufe, 2009). 
Finally, in Part 3 of the current study, results indicated that the first hypothesized latent 
regression model was the best fit to the data.  Results from the final version of model 1 indicated 
that mothers’ rejection sensitivity was associated with their own borderline features and their 
young adult offspring’s rejection sensitivity.  Results also indicated that there were significant 
indirect effects of young adult rejection sensitivity on their own borderline features of affective 
instability and negative relationships, through increases in hostile affect after experiencing social 
rejection.  
Increased risk of experiencing parental rejection due to high parental hostility may 
explain the relationship we found between mother and young adult offspring rejection 
sensitivity.  Since we know that individuals with high levels of rejection sensitivity have a 
tendency to react in an uncontrolled, hostile manner to perceived rejection (Ayduk et al., 1999; 
Ayduk, Gyurak, et al., 2008; Ayduk et al., 2002; Romero-Canyas et al., 2010), children of highly 
rejection sensitive parents would be expected to experience more parental hostility on a regular 
basis than children of less rejection sensitive parents.  Compared with a less hostile parental 
environment, an early environment high in parental hostility would be more likely to create 
emotionally invalidating and rejecting experiences for the children. This in turn is an 
environment in which we would expect the schema of rejection sensitivity to then develop in the 
children (Downey & Feldman, 1996).  Indeed, previous research has found that self-reported 
difficulty regulating negative emotions (which includes hostility) in mothers predicts 
adolescents’ experiences of maternal rejection.  This in turn predicts self-reported emotion 
regulation difficulties in the adolescents. (Sarıtaş, Grusec, & Gençöz, 2013). Also, in adult 
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psychiatric outpatients, reports of experiencing greater parental rejection predict an early 
maladaptive schema of “disconnection/rejection” which in turn predicts Cluster B traits (Thimm, 
2010). Parental hostility has also been linked to child worrying in parents with substance use 
problems, such that fathers’ hostility indirectly predicts children’s worrying, through increases in 
child emotional reactivity (Kelley et al., 2015).  
In addition to the possibility of highly rejection sensitive parents creating a more hostile, 
and in turn, rejecting early environment for their children, social learning theory (Bandura, 1969; 
Cook, 1976) may also explain the relationship between parent and offspring rejection sensitivity. 
Parental modeling of fear and avoidance in social situations influences the development of social 
anxiety in their children (Fisak & Grills-Taquechel, 2007; Fisak & Mann, 2010).  Highly 
rejection sensitive parents may model over-perception and overreaction to social rejection to 
their children.  The children would then learn to expect rejection from others, be hypervigilant of 
rejection, and overreact to perceived rejection from observing their highly rejection sensitive 
parents’ responses to social interactions.   
The finding that individuals’ rejection sensitivity was associated with their own 
borderline features (in both the mothers and young adults) is congruent with previous studies 
linking rejection sensitivity and borderline features (Ayduk, Zayas, et al., 2008; Berenson et al., 
2011; Staebler, Helbing, et al., 2011; Tragesser et al., 2008).  Results from the young adults 
provide evidence that the relationship between rejection sensitivity and borderline features 
(specifically negative relationships and affective instability) are at least in part explained by 
increases in hostile affect after social rejection. Downey’s (1996) self-fulfilling prophecy model 
of rejection sensitivity provides an explanation for this indirect effect of rejection sensitivity on 
borderline features, through increases in hostility.  In highly rejection sensitive individuals, 
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actual or perceived social rejection causes intense hostile emotional reactions which manifest in 
behavioral hostility and aggression (Ayduk et al., 1999; Ayduk, Gyurak, et al., 2008; Downey, 
Feldman, & Ayduk, 2000). This hostile reaction then leads to conflict with significant others 
who are on the receiving end, often eliciting more rejection  (Downey, Irwin, Ramsay, & Ayduk, 
2004).  Behavioral hostility after perceived social rejection continues to elicit actual rejection 
from others, thereby strengthening and perpetuating the schema of rejection sensitivity through 
this self-fulfilling prophecy over time (Downey & Feldman, 1996; Downey et al., 1998; Downey 
et al., 2004). 
Theoretical Implications 
From the developmental psychopathology perspective (Lenzenweger & Cicchetti, 2005), 
results of the current study indicate that offspring of highly rejection sensitive parents may be at 
high risk of becoming highly rejection sensitive themselves, which has implications for our 
understanding of the development of BPD.  Longitudinal studies in community samples find that 
BPD symptoms transmit inter-generationally (Barnow et al., 2013; Reinelt et al., 2013; Stepp et 
al., 2013). The influence of parents’ interpersonal schemas (such as rejection sensitivity) on the 
way children perceive and respond to social interactions themselves may be one important 
pathway to the development of borderline psychopathology, and may in part explain the 
intergenerational transmission of this disorder. 
In addition, the results of the current study can be viewed in the context of attachment 
theory.  Early attachment experiences influence an individuals’ internal working models, which 
are prototypes of relationship expectations that are carried forward and influence subsequent 
relationships (Bowlby, 1988).  Rejection sensitivity can be conceptualized as one such internal 
working model of relationships, related to one’s expectations of interpersonal rejection (Downey 
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& Feldman, 1996; Feldman & Downey, 1994).  Parental states of mind with regard to attachment 
and attachment styles are predictive of their offspring’s own attachment security (Fonagy, 1996; 
Obegi, Morrison, & Shaver, 2004).  Additionally, in a longitudinal study of at-risk children 
through adulthood, early childhood disorganized attachment predicted BPD symptoms in 
adulthood (Carlson et al., 2009). Thus, as we would expect from these findings, infants of 
mothers with BPD are more likely to have disorganized attachment than healthy comparisons 
(Hobson, Patrick, Crandell, García-Pérez, & Lee, 2005) and maternal borderline symptoms are 
correlated with attachment insecurity in adolescent offspring (Herr, Hammen, & Brennan, 2008).  
From an attachment theory perspective, the intergenerational transmission of BPD can be viewed 
as arising from the influence of parental attachment and internal working models (such as 
rejection sensitivity) on the development of their children’s attachment and working models, 
with subsequent consequences for emotion regulation abilities and borderline symptoms.  
Results of the present study also have important implications for the biosocial model of 
the development of BPD. The biosocial model posits that an early invalidating environment 
interacts with temperamental vulnerabilities to influence the development of BPD (Linehan, 
1993).  The development of an early maladaptive schema of rejection sensitivity may be one 
pathway through which the interaction of an emotionally vulnerable temperament and an early 
invalidating environment influences the development of borderline symptoms.  While this 
interaction has not yet been studied directly, we know that parental rejection experiences are 
predictive of rejection sensitivity (Ibrahim et al., 2015; Rowe et al., 2015) and that 
temperamental variables of low effortful control (Gardner, Qualter, Stylianou, & Robinson, 
2010) and high sensory-processing sensitivity (Meyer, Ajchenbrenner, & Bowles, 2005) are also 
correlated with rejection sensitivity.   
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Strengths and Limitations 
There were several limitations to the current study. The current study used cross-sectional 
self-report measures from parents and young adult offspring, therefore we cannot infer causality 
between constructs.  Indeed, some of the relationships between the constructs investigated in this 
study are likely to be bidirectional over time.  For example, in Model 1, there was a significant 
pathway from young adult offspring rejection sensitivity to negative relationships, while in 
Model 2, there was a significant pathway from young adult negative relationships to rejection 
sensitivity.  According to the self-fulfilling prophecy model of rejection sensitivity (Downey et 
al., 2004), there is likely a bidirectional relationship between rejection sensitivity and negative 
relationships over time.  Additionally, we were unable to obtain reports from enough fathers to 
be able to use their data in the more complex latent regression analyses.  Also, participants were 
mostly Caucasian with above average family incomes, therefore these results may not generalize 
to minority or low socioeconomic status populations.  Parents of racial minority young adults 
were less likely to complete the parent surveys than parents of Caucasian young adults, which 
also limits generalizability to minority populations. 
However, there were also several strengths to the methodology used in the current study.  
Participants in the current study experienced social rejection during the Cyberball task, which 
provides a more ecologically valid estimation of their affective reactions to rejection than using 
retrospective self-report measures or hypothetical social rejection vignettes.  Additionally, while 
this study used a non-clinical sample, approximately one-third of the young adult participants in 
this study had borderline features in the clinical range, which would suggest significant 
pathology and likely diagnosis of BPD.  The current study therefore avoided a restriction of 
range in participants’ borderline features.  Lastly, this was the first study to investigate the 
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relationship between parent and offspring rejection sensitivity and adds to the literature by 
illuminating one mechanism (influence of parent social schemas on child social schemas) that 
may explain the intergenerational transmission of borderline features. 
Future Research 
Outcomes from the current study suggest several possibilities for future research. 
Longitudinal research across developmental periods should investigate pathways from parental 
borderline symptoms, rejection sensitivity and hostility to infant and early childhood experiences 
of parental rejection and temperament to middle childhood and adolescent rejection sensitivity 
and increase in hostility after social rejection to the development of borderline symptomatology 
in young adulthood.  Future research can examine the impact of parental borderline features and 
rejection sensitivity, in addition to parental hostility, on the early family environments that 
children experience and the development of rejection sensitivity in the children.  
Additionally, from the perspective of the biosocial model (Linehan, 1993), the interaction 
between temperamental vulnerability and an early invalidating environment on the development 
of rejection sensitivity was not examined in the current study, nor has it been examined in any 
other studies to date. Future longitudinal research can investigate whether early experiences of 
parental rejection (including emotional invalidation) interact with temperamental vulnerabilities 
such as negative emotionality and low effortful control to predict rejection sensitivity later in 
childhood and adolescence.  In addition to investigating several pathways to the development of 
BPD, future research can also investigate why some highly rejection sensitive individuals do not 
develop features of BPD.  Future research can investigate multiple pathways from reactions to 
social rejection in highly rejection sensitive individuals to different manifestations of 
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psychopathology. Two such pathways include having either an avoidance (leading to depression) 
or approach (leading to BPD) response to social rejection (Beeney et al., 2014). 
Clinical Implications 
Results of the current study indicate that prevention and intervention for BPD should 
include an emphasis on reduction of rejection sensitivity. Shifting attention from arousing 
aspects of the social situation and reflecting rationally on the situation have been shown to 
attenuate the dysregulated hostile reactions to social rejection seen in highly rejection sensitive 
individuals and are important skills to target and build on in treatment (Downey et al., 2004). 
More broadly, interventions that directly address the schema of rejection sensitivity should be 
examined as possible treatments for BPD.   
While still a new and growing area of research, Young’s Schema Therapy has been found 
to be a promising treatment for BPD (Jacob & Arntz, 2013; Sempértegui, Karreman, Arntz, & 
Bekker, 2013).  Schema Therapy integrates techniques from cognitive-behavioral and 
psychodynamic approaches to treat patients with significant characterological problems, with the 
main focus of therapy on identifying and addressing problems related to the patients’ “early 
maladaptive schemas” (Young, Klosko, & Weishaar, 2003).  Schemas are defined as “any broad 
organizing principle for making sense of one’s life experience” (p. 7) and early maladaptive 
schemas are inaccurate or distorted schemas that develop in the context of negative, traumatic, or 
otherwise “toxic” experiences in childhood (Young et al., 2003).  In the context of Young’s 
conceptualization of early maladaptive schemas, rejection sensitivity fits within the broad 
schema domain of “disconnection and rejection” and overlaps with Young’s schema of 
“mistrust/abuse,” which includes over-perception of intentional harm from others and an 
expectation that others will harm the individual (Young et al., 2003). While patients with BPD 
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will often endorse having many early maladaptive schemas, early maladaptive schemas in the 
disconnection and rejection schema domain tend to be the most prominent (Sempértegui et al., 
2013). Future research on Schema Therapy for BPD can focus on understanding specific 
mechanisms of change in therapy that lead to a reduction in rejection sensitivity and other 
schemas in the disconnection and rejection domain, and how that in turn is related to 
improvement in BPD symptoms. 
Conclusion 
Results of the current study indicated a relationship between maternal and young adult 
offspring rejection sensitivity.  Young adult rejection sensitivity, in turn, was indirectly 
associated with the young adults’ own negative relationships and affective instability, through 
increases in hostile affect from baseline after social rejection. This study adds to the broader 
literature by introducing the intergenerational transmission of rejection sensitivity as a possible 
mechanism that may explain the relationship between parent and child borderline features.  
Additionally, results of this study suggest that reactive hostility in interpersonal situations, due to 
the schema of rejection sensitivity, may be one pathway through which the interaction of an early 
invalidating environment with temperamental vulnerabilities leads to borderline features in the 
context of the biosocial model. 
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Table 1. 
Young Adult Demographic Information   
 
Variable (N = 119)  M (SD)   
 
Age (years)   19.50 (1.27)     
     
    N (%)    
Gender 
 Female  64 (53.8%)    
Male   54 (45.4%) 
Transgender  1 (0.8%) 
 
Race/Ethnicity 
 Caucasian  96 (80.7%)    
African-American 12 (10.1%) 
Asian   5 (4.2%)   
Native-American 1 (0.8%) 
Other/Multi-racial 5 (4.2%) 
Hispanic Ethnicity 0 (0%)  
 
Year in College 
 Freshman  78 (65.5%)    
Sophomore  27 (22.7%) 
Junior    11 (9.2%)   
. Senior   3 (2.5%)   
  
51  
Table 2. 
Parent Demographic Information        
  
Variable (N = 133)   Mothers (n = 76) Fathers (n = 57)  
 
M (SD)  M (SD)   
 
Age (years)    48.26 (5.27)  53.00 (6.02) 
 
Yearly Household Income  120,304 (117,761) 120,786 (80,972)    
(US$)     
     N (%)   N (%)    
Race/Ethnicity 
 Caucasian   65 (85.5%)  53 (93.0%)   
African-American  4 (5.3%)  3 (5.3%) 
Asian    0 (0%)   1 (0.8%) 
Native-American  5 (6.6%)  0 (0%)  
Other/Multi-racial  2 (2.6%)  0 (0%)  
Hispanic Ethnicity  0 (0%)   0 (0%)  
 
Highest Education Level 
 Grades 8-9   0 (0%)   1 (1.8%) 
 Grades 10-11   0 (0%)   0 (0%) 
Grade 12/GED  8 (10.5%)  6 (10.5%) 
Some College/  25 (32.9%)  15 (26.3%) 
      Associate Degree 
 Bachelor Degree  24 (31.6%)  19 (33.3%) 
 Graduate/Professional  19 (25.0%)  16 (28.1%) 
      Training 
 
Current Marital Status 
 Married   56 (73.7%)  48 (84.2%) 
 Single    4 (5.3%)  0 (0%) 
 Divorced   8 (10.5%)  4 (7.0%) 
Separated   6 (7.9%)  3 (5.3%)  
Widowed    1 (1.3%)  1 (1.8%) 
. Living with Partner  1 (1.3%)  1 (1.8%)   
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Table 3. 
Means and Standard Deviations in Young Adult Outcome Variables     
 
Variable    Total  Female Male¹  Gender 
     n = 119 n = 64  n = 55  Difference 
     M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) t(117)   
  
Affective Instability   5.61 (3.94) 6.55 (3.61) 4.53 (4.01) -2.87** 
 
Identity Disturbance   7.34 (4.16) 8.28 (4.03) 6.25 (4.07) -2.72** 
 
Negative Relationships  6.86 (3.96) 8.17 (3.87) 5.33 (3.52) -4.16* 
 
Self-Harm    4.07 (2.86) 4.56 (3.01) 3.49 (2.59) -2.06* 
 
Total Borderline   23.88 (12.64) 27.56 (11.87) 19.60 (12.25) -3.60** 
Features 
 
Rejection Sensitivity   9.49 (4.67) 9.49 (5.03) 9.49 (4.27) 0.00 
 
Ignored    3.90 (1.31) 4.00 (1.37) 3.78 (1.24) -0.90 
 
Excluded    4.06 (1.23) 4.14 (1.27) 3.96 (1.17) -0.78 
 
Estimated Percentage of  9.02 (6.97) 7.92 (5.25) 10.27 (8.40) 1.85†  
Throws Received 
  
Baseline Hostile Affect  2.82 (1.20) 2.91 (1.26) 2.71 (1.13) -0.90 
 
Post-Cyberball Hostile  3.29 (1.30) 3.33 (1.33) 3.25 (1.27) -0.31 
Affect              
    
† = p < .10      * = p < .05     ** = p < .01 
¹Transgender participant included in male group 
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Table 4. 
Means and Standard Deviations in Parent Outcome Variables     
 
Variable   Total  Mothers Fathers Gender 
    n = 133 n = 76  n = 57  Difference 
    M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) t(131)   
 
Affective Instability  4.68 (3.18) 4.63 (3.11) 4.75 (3.30) 0.22 
 
Identity Disturbance  3.19 (3.21) 4.04 (3.40) 3.74 (2.95) -0.54 
 
Negative Relationships 4.70 (3.23) 5.22 (3.57) 4.00 (2.58) -2.29* 
 
Self-Harm   2.82 (2.29) 2.67 (1.93) 3.01 (2.70) 0.82 
 
Total Borderline  16.11 (9.18) 16.57 (9.29) 15.51 (9.09) -0.66 
Features 
 
Rejection Sensitivity  6.83 (3.74) 6.77 (4.39) 6.91 (2.67) 0.23   
 
† = p < .10      * = p < .05     ** = p < .01 
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Table 5. 
Bivariate Correlations between Young Adult and Parent Borderline Features    
 
Variable n Young Adult Young Adult Young Adult Young Adult Young Adult 
Affective Identity Negative Self-Harm Total BPD 
   Instability Disturbance     Relationships   Features  
 
Mother 76 .00  .10  .11  .01  .07  
Affective  
Instability 
 
Mother 76 .02  .12  .13  .12  .11 
Identity  
Disturbance 
 
Mother  76 -.03  .01  .15  .11  .06 
Negative 
Relationships 
 
Mother  76 .02  .07  .11  .08  .08 
Self-Harm 
 
Mother Total 76 .00  .10  .17  .11  .11 
Borderline  
Features 
 
Father  56 -.06  .10  .11  -.18  .01 
Affective  
Instability 
 
Father  56 .15  .30*  .43**  .14  .30* 
Identity  
Disturbance 
 
Father   56 -.02  .12  .19  .00  .09 
Negative 
Relationships 
 
Father   56 -.07  -.10  .02  -.17  -.08 
Self-Harm 
 
Father Total 56 .00  .14  .24†  -.07  .10 
Borderline  
Features            
† = p < .10      * = p < .05     ** = p < .01 
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Table 6. 
 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Mother and Young Adult Variables     
 
   Unstandardized Unstandardized Unstandard Standardized 
Indicator  Loading (SE)  Intercept (SE)  Theta (SE) Loading (SE)  
 
Mothers’ Borderline Features 
 BOR-A 2.20 (0.36)  4.68 (0.36)  4.71 (1.10) 0.71 (0.08)** 
 BOR-I  2.28 (0.39)  4.09 (0.39)  6.21 (1.30) 0.68 (0.08)** 
 BOR-N 2.82 (0.40)  5.29 (0.41)  4.61 (1.48) 0.80 (0.08)** 
 BOR-S 0.80 (0.24)  2.69 (0.22)  3.05 (0.53) 0.42 (0.11)** 
Mothers’ Rejection Sensitivity 
 Parcel 1 1.42 (0.18)  2.12 (0.20)  0.80 (0.29) 0.85 (0.06)** 
 Parcel 2 1.01 (0.17)  2.27 (0.18)  1.32 (0.26) 0.66 (0.08)** 
 Parcel 3 1.07 (0.16)  1.70 (0.17)  0.92 (0.22) 0.74 (0.07)** 
Young Adult Rejection Sensitivity 
 Parcel 1 3.04 (0.23)  6.80 (0.30)  1.52 (0.38) 0.93 (0.02)** 
 Parcel 2 2.44 (0.20)  5.14 (0.25)  1.42 (0.28) 0.90 (0.02)** 
 Parcel 3 2.59 (0.22)  5.15 (0.27)  2.16 (0.38) 0.87 (0.03)** 
Young Adult Baseline Hostile Affect 
 Hostile  0.20 (0.04)  1.12 (0.04)  0.18 (0.02) 0.43 (0.11)** 
 Irritable 0.92 (0.06)  1.70 (0.08)  0.00 (0.00) 1.00 (0.00)** 
Young Adult Post-Cyberball Hostile Affect 
 Hostile  0.36 (0.06)  1.29 (0.05)  0.16 (0.04) 0.67 (0.09)** 
 Irritable 0.70 (0.11)  2.00 (0.09)  0.38 (0.12) 0.75 (0.10)** 
Young Adult Affective Instability 
 Parcel 1 1.23 (0.12)  2.09 (0.14)  0.87 (0.15) 0.80 (0.04)** 
 Parcel 2 1.33 (0.11)  2.13 (0.14)  0.42 (0.12) 0.90 (0.03)** 
 Parcel 3 1.10 (0.12)  1.40 (0.13)  0.86 (0.14) 0.77 (0.05)** 
Young Adult Negative Relationships 
 Parcel 1 0.89 (0.12)  2.00 (0.12)  0.95 (0.15) 0.67 (0.06)** 
 Parcel 2 1.31 (0.15)  2.65 (0.16)  1.41 (0.25) 0.74 (0.06)** 
 Parcel 3 1.11 (0.17)  2.21 (0.17)  2.24 (0.33) 0.59 (0.07)** 
† = p < .10      * = p < .05     ** = p < .01 
BOR-A = Affective Instability; BOR-I = Identity Disturbance; BOR-N = Negative 
Relationships; BOR-S = Self=Harm. 
  
56  
Table 7. 
 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis Correlations between Latent Constructs  
 
Latent Construct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  
 
1) Mothers’   1.00 
Borderline 
Features 
 
2) Mothers’  .61** 1.00 
Rejection 
Sensitivity 
 
3) Young Adult  .17 .23* 1.00  
Rejection 
Sensitivity 
 
4) Young Adult .04 .14 .18† 1.00 
Baseline Hostile 
Affect 
 
5) Young Adult .08 .20 .41** .55** 1.00 
Post-Cyberball 
Hostile Affect 
 
6) Young Adult -.04 .23† .42** .52** .47** 1.00 
Affective 
Instability 
 
7) Young Adult .21 .26† .62** .49** .61** .81** 1.00 
Negative 
Relationships          
† = p < .10      * = p < .05     ** = p < .01 
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Table 8. 
 
Hypothesized Model 1 Results         
 
    Dependent Variable       
 
Independent Variable  Est. (S.E.)  Std. Est. (S.E.) 95% C.I. (Std)  
 
Mothers’ Borderline Features      
 
Mothers’ RS   0.74 (0.21)  0.59 (0.11)  0.38; 0.81**  
 
Young Adult Rejection Sensitivity     
 
Mothers’ RS   0.23 (0.17)  0.22 (0.16)  -0.10; 0.54  
 
Mothers’ BPD Features 0.02 (0.14)  0.03 (0.17)  -0.30; 0.35  
 
Young Adult Negative Relationships     
 
Mothers’ RS   0.16 (0.34)  0.10 (0.21)  -0.31; 0.52  
 
Mothers’ BPD Features 0.01 (0.27)  0.01 (0.21)  -0.41; 0.42  
 
Young Adult RS  0.57 (0.21)  0.37 (0.12)  0.13; 0.61**  
 
Young Adult Hostile  0.59 (0.20)  0.55 (0.12)  0.31; 0.79**  
Affect Post-Cyberball 
Young Adult Affective Instability     
 
Mothers’ RS   0.54 (0.35)  0.40 (0.22)  -0.04; 0.84†  
 
Mothers’ BPD Features -0.45 (0.28)  -0.41 (0.22)  -0.85; 0.03†  
 
Young Adult RS  0.21 (0.17)  0.16 (0.13)  -0.09; 0.41  
 
Young Adult Hostile  0.49 (0.17)  0.54 (0.14)  0.27; 0.81**  
Affect Post-Cyberball 
Young Adult Hostile Affect Post-Cyberball    
 
Mothers’ RS   -0.23 (0.37)  -0.15 (0.24)  -0.62; 0.32  
 
Mothers’ BPD Features -0.21 (0.30)  0.17 (0.24)  -0.29; 0.64  
 
Young Adult RS  0.47 (0.19)  0.32 (0.11)  0.10; 0.54**  
 
Young Adult Baseline 0.99 (0.25)  0.66 (0.09)  0.49; 0.83**  
Hostile Affect            
Note: † = p < .10, * = p < .05, ** = p < .01. RS = Rejection Sensitivity 
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Table 9. 
 
Final Model 1 Results           
 
    Dependent Variable       
 
Independent Variable  Est. (S.E.)  Std. Est. (S.E.) 95% C.I. (Std)  
 
Mothers’ Borderline Features      
 
Mothers’ RS   0.76 (0.21)  0.61 (0.11)  0.40; 0.82**  
 
Young Adult Rejection Sensitivity     
 
Mothers’ RS   0.24 (0.13)  0.23 (0.12)  0.01; 0.46*  
 
Young Adult Negative Relationships      
 
Young Adult RS  0.45 (0.18)  0.27 (0.11)  0.07; 0.48**  
 
Young Adult Hostile  0.68 (0.25)  0.64 (0.11)  0.42; 0.87**  
Affect Post-Cyberball 
Young Adult Affective Instability     
 
Young Adult Hostile  0.59 (0.17)  0.68 (0.09)  0.50; 0.86**  
Affect Post-Cyberball 
Young Adult Hostile Affect Post-Cyberball     
 
Young Adult RS  0.65 (0.19)  0.42 (0.10)  0.23; 0.62**  
 
Young Adult Baseline 1.02 (0.25)  0.65 (0.09)  0.48; 0.82**  
Hostile Affect            
 
Note: † = p < .10, * = p < .05, ** = p < .01. RS = Rejection Sensitivity 
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Table 10. 
 
Final Model 1 Indirect Effects          
 
Dependent Variable  Est. (S.E.)  Std. Est. (S.E.) 95% C.I. (Std)   
 
Mothers’ Rejection Sensitivity on Young Adult Hostile Affect 
Post-Cyberball1, Through Young Adult Rejection Sensitivity  
 
Young Adult Hostile   0.16 (0.16)  0.10 (0.07)  -0.04; 0.24 
Affect Post-Cyberball1 
 
Young Adult Rejection Sensitivity on Young Adult Borderline 
Features, Through Young Adult Hostile Affect Post-Cyberball1   
 
Affective Instability  0.38 (0.28)  0.29 (0.12)  0.06; 0.52* 
 
Negative Relationships 0.44 (0.45)  0.27 (0.11)  0.05; 0.49*   
 
Note: * = significant indirect effect (95% confidence interval does not contain 0) 
1Controlling for baseline hostile affect  
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Table 11. 
 
Hypothesized Model 2 Results         
 
    Dependent Variable       
 
Independent Variable  Est. (S.E.)  Std. Est. (S.E.) 95% C.I. (Std)  
 
Mothers’ Rejection Sensitivity     
 
Mothers’ BPD Features 0.76 (0.21)  0.60 (0.11)  0.39; 0.81** 
 
Young Adult Negative Relationships     
 
Mothers’ RS   0.17 (0.17)  0.08 (0.21)  -0.19; 0.61  
 
Mothers’ BPD Features 0.08 (0.21)  0.09 (0.21)  -0.32; 0.49  
 
Young Adult Affective Instability     
 
Mothers’ RS   0.34 (0.16)  0.41 (0.17)  0.07; 0.75*  
 
Mothers’ BPD Features -0.31 (0.20)  -0.30 (0.18)  -0.64; 0.06  
 
Young Adult Rejection Sensitivity     
 
Mothers’ RS   0.15 (0.23)  0.15 (0.21)  -0.27; 0.56  
 
Mothers’ BPD Features -0.15 (0.33)  -0.11 (0.25)  -0.60; 0.37 
 
YA Negative Relationships 1.03 (0.47)  0.83 (0.31)  0.23; 1.42**  
 
YA Affective Instability -0.35 (0.41)  -0.29 (0.32)  -0.91; 0.34 
  
Young Adult Hostile Affect Post-Cyberball    
 
Mothers’ RS   0.15 (0.26)  0.14 (0.24)  -0.34; 0.62  
 
Mothers’ BPD Features -0.24 (0.39)  -0.18 (0.28)  -0.73; 0.38 
 
YA Negative Relationships 0.72 (0.59)  0.56 (0.41)  -0.25; 1.37  
 
YA Affective Instability -0.48 (0.49)  -0.38 (0.35)  -1.08; 0.31 
 
YA RS   0.13 (0.17)  0.13 (0.17)  -0.20; 0.46  
 
YA Baseline Hostile Affect 0.69 (0.24)  0.51 (0.13)  0.26; 0.78**   
Note: † = p < .10      * = p < .05     ** = p < .01 
YA = Young Adult, RS = Rejection Sensitivity 
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Table 12. 
 
Final Model 2 Results           
 
    Dependent Variable       
 
Independent Variable  Est. (S.E.)  Std. Est. (S.E.) 95% C.I. (Std)  
 
Mothers’ Rejection Sensitivity     
 
Mothers’ BPD Features 0.77 (0.21)  0.61 (0.11)  0.40; 0.82**   
 
Young Adult Rejection Sensitivity     
 
Young Adult Negative 0.73 (0.15)  0.59 (0.08)  0.44; 0.74** 
Relationships 
Young Adult Hostile Affect Post-Cyberball     
 
Young Adult RS  0.32 (0.11)  0.31 (0.10)  0.12; 0.50**  
 
Young Adult Baseline 0.67 (0.19)  0.53 (0.11)  0.31; 0.75**  
Hostile Affect            
 
Note: † = p < .10, * = p < .05, ** = p < .01. RS = Rejection Sensitivity 
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Table 13. 
 
Final Model 2 Indirect Effects of Young Adult Negative Relationships on Hostile Affect  
Post-Cyberball, Through Rejection Sensitivity       
 
Dependent Variable  Est. (S.E.)  Std. Est. (S.E.) 95% C.I. (Std)  
  
Post-Cyberball Hostile  0.23 (0.18)  0.18 (0.09)  0.01; 0.36*  
Affect1             
 
Note: * = significant indirect effect (95% confidence interval does not contain 0) 
1Controlling for baseline hostile affect 
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Table 14. 
 
Hypothesized Model 3 Results         
 
    Dependent Variable       
 
Independent Variable  Est. (S.E.)  Std. Est. (S.E.) 95% C.I. (Std)  
 
Mothers’ Borderline Features      
 
Mothers’ RS   0.76 (0.21)  0.61 (0.11)  0.40; 0.82**  
 
Young Adult Rejection Sensitivity     
 
Mothers’ BPD Features 0.04 (0.14)  0.05 (0.17)  -0.28; 0.38  
 
Mothers’ RS   0.20 (0.17)  0.19 (0.17)  -0.13; 0.52  
 
Young Adult Negative Relationships     
 
Mothers’ BPD Features 0.05 (0.19)  0.05 (0.18)  -0.31; 0.40  
 
Mothers’ RS   0.12 (0.24)  0.09 (0.18)  -0.27; 0.45  
 
YA RS   0.75 (0.19)  0.60 (0.10)  0.41; 0.78**  
 
YA Change in Hostile Affect -0.03 (0.53)  -0.03 (0.49)  -0.99; 0.94  
 
YA Change in Hostile  0.06 (1.27)  0.05 (0.98)  -1.88; 1.97  
Affect X YA RS 
Young Adult Affective Instability     
 
Mothers’ BPD Features -0.30 (0.16)  -0.32 (0.17)  -0.64; 0.01†  
 
Mothers’ RS   0.39 (0.21)  0.33 (0.16)  0.01; 0.66*  
 
YA RS   0.48 (0.13)  0.42 (0.10)  0.23; 0.61**  
 
YA Change in Hostile Affect -0.15 (0.38)  -0.15 (0.39)  -0.91; 0.61  
 
YA Change in Hostile  -0.04 (0.91)  -0.04 (0.77)  -1.54; 1.46  
Affect X YA RS           
 
Note: † = p < .10      * = p < .05     ** = p < .01 
YA = Young Adult, RS = Rejection Sensitivity 
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Table 15. 
 
Final Model3 Results           
 
    Dependent Variable       
 
Independent Variable  Est. (S.E.)  Std. Est. (S.E.) 95% C.I. (Std)  
 
Mothers’ Borderline Features      
 
Mothers’ RS   0.76 (0.21)  0.61 (0.11)  0.40; 0.82**  
 
Young Adult Rejection Sensitivity     
 
Mothers’ RS   0.24 (0.13)  0.23 (0.12)  0.01; 0.46*  
 
Young Adult Negative Relationships     
 
Young Adult Rejection 0.77 (0.16)  0.62 (0.08)  0.46; 0.78**  
Sensitivity 
Young Adult Affective Instability     
 
Young Adult Rejection 0.44 (0.11)  0.41 (0.09)  0.24; 0.58**  
Sensitivity            
 
Note: † = p < .10, * = p < .05, ** = p < .01. RS = Rejection Sensitivity 
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RS = Rejection Sensitivity 
BPD fx = Total Borderline Features 
 
Figure 1. Proposed Model 1. 
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RS = Rejection Sensitivity 
BPD fx = Total Borderline Features 
 
Figure 2. Proposed Model 2 
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RS = Rejection Sensitivity 
BPD fx = Total Borderline Features 
 
Figure 3. Proposed Model 3. 
  
Offspring Negative 
Relationships 
Offspring Affective 
Instability 
Offspring RS 
Mother BPD fx 
Mother RS 
Change in 
Hostile Affect 
Interaction of 
Offspring RS 
With Change in  
Hostile Affect 
Father BPD fx 
Father RS 
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χ2(152) = 234.03, p = 0.00, RMSEA = 0.07 [90% CI: 0.05-0.08], CFI = 0.92, TLI = 0.90,  
SRMR = 0.08 
 
Note: Standardized Estimates Reported; † = p < .10, * = p < .05, ** = p < .01 
RS = Rejection Sensitivity 
BPD fx = Total Borderline Features 
 
Figure 4. Hypothesized Model 1. 
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χ2(161) = 245.29, p = 0.00, RMSEA = 0.07 [90% CI: 0.05-0.08], CFI = 0.92, TLI = 0.90,  
SRMR = 0.08, Δχ2(8) = 11.26, p = .19  
 
Note: Standardized Estimates Reported; † = p < .10, * = p < .05, ** = p < .01 
RS = Rejection Sensitivity 
BPD fx = Total Borderline Features 
 
Figure 5. Final Model 1 with Non-Significant Paths Removed. 
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χ2(153) = 257.01, p = 0.00, RMSEA = 0.08 [90% CI: 0.06-0.09], CFI = 0.90, TLI = 0.87,  
SRMR = 0.11 
 
Note: Standardized Estimates Reported; † = p < .10, * = p < .05, ** = p < .01 
RS = Rejection Sensitivity 
BPD fx = Total Borderline Features 
 
Figure 6. Hypothesized Model 2. 
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χ2(164) = 270.96, p = 0.00, RMSEA = 0.07 [90% CI: 0.06-0.09], CFI = 0.89, TLI = 0.88,  
SRMR = 0.13, Δχ2(11) = 13.95, p = .24. 
  
Note: Standardized Estimates Reported; † = p < .10, * = p < .05, ** = p < .01 
RS = Rejection Sensitivity 
BPD fx = Total Borderline Features 
 
Figure 7. Final Model 2 with Non-Significant Paths Removed. 
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χ2(151) = 221.89, p = 0.00, RMSEA = 0.06 [90% CI: 0.04-0.08], CFI = 0.94, TLI = 0.92,  
SRMR = 0.09 
 
Note: Standardized Estimates Reported; † = p < .10, * = p < .05, ** = p < .01 
RS = Rejection Sensitivity 
BPD fx = Total Borderline Features 
 
Figure 8. Hypothesized Model 3. 
  
Offspring Negative 
Relationships 
Offspring Affective 
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Offspring RS 
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Mother RS 
Change in 
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0.19 
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0.03 
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0.26 
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0.81** 
0.09 
0.33* 
0.05 
0.32† 
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χ2(160) = 236.76, p = 0.00, RMSEA = 0.06 [90% CI: 0.05-0.08], CFI = 0.94, TLI = 0.92,  
SRMR = 0.10, Δχ2(9) = 14.87, p = .09.  
 
Note: Standardized Estimates Reported; † = p < .10, * = p < .05, ** = p < .01 
RS = Rejection Sensitivity 
BPD fx = Total Borderline Features 
 
Figure 9. Final Model 3 with Non-Significant Paths Removed. 
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